In theories and studies of persuasion, people's personal knowledge about persuasion agents' goals and tactics, and about how to skillfully cope with these, has been ignored. We present a model of how people develop and use persuasion knowledge to cope with persuasion attempts. We discuss what the model implies about how consumers use marketers' advertising and selling attempts to refine their product attitudes and attitudes toward the marketers themselves. We also explain how this model relates to prior research on consumer behavior and persuasion and what it suggests about the future conduct of consumer research.
The Persuasion Knowledge Model presumes that people's persuasion knowledge is developmentally contingent. Within individuals, it continues developing throughout the life span. It is also, to some degree, historically contingent. The culturally supplied folk wisdom on persuasion changes over time, so that each generation's and culture's thinking may differ somewhat from that of past generations and other cultures. People learn about persuasion in many ways: from firsthand experiences in social interactions with friends, family, and co-workers; from conversations about how people's thoughts, feelings, and behaviors can be influenced; from observing marketers and other known persuasion agents; and from commentary on advertising and marketing tactics in the news media. As a consequence of this learning, over time the effects of certain actions by persuasion agents (e.g., advertisers, salespeople) on people's attitudes and behavior will also change, because people's persuasion knowledge shapes how they respond as persuasion targets. Some number of empirical findings on persuasion effects will, therefore, have a "that was then and there; this is here and now" character to them. A complete theory of persuasion must explain how people develop persuasion knowledge, how persuasion knowledge is used in various types of persuasion episodes, and how changes in that knowledge alter what occurs. Our goal in this article is to begin the construction of such a theory of persuasion.
The persuasion theories or models that have influenced consumer research provide no explicit role for audience members ' To capture what targets try to do in response to a persuasion attempt, we use the term "cope" (i.e., to contend or strive, especially on even terms or with success). This term implies resourceful participants who pursue their own goals and have the ability to select response tactics from their own repertoire, akin to the way agents select persuasion tactics. The term "cope" is neutral with respect to the direction of targets' responses. In particular, we do not assume that people invariably or even typically use their persuasion knowledge to resist a persuasion attempt. Rather, their overriding goal is simply to maintain control over the outcome(s) and thereby achieve whatever mix of goals is salient to them. To a target, "persuasion coping behavior" encompasses not only their cognitive and physical actions during any one persuasion episode, but also any thinking they do about an agent's persuasion behavior in anticipation of a persuasion attempt, as well as between and after episodes in a campaign. Conceptualizing coping behavior this way makes clear that consumers' knowledge-based expectations about persuasion attempts (Goodstein 1993 ) and memories about the features of persuasion attempts (Friestad and Thorson 1993; Schmidt and Sherman 1984) are an important resource to them.
To illustrate further the generality of the conceptual framework in Figure 1 , note that it can serve to represent a single individual's construal of persuasion as a phenomenon, not just the respective perspectives of two different people. For example, in daily life, an individual moves back and forth between the roles of target and agent. As one's role shifts, one's perspective shifts, but one's understanding of both roles is retained. Finally, sometimes a person will shift roles and perspectives within the course of an interaction, for example, when a consumer tries to bargain or negotiate, or attempts to induce a salesperson to change their selling tactics, or in any other way seeks to influence a marketer's behavior. Therefore, the conceptual framework can be applied to research on bargaining and counterpersuasion as well, although we do not deal with those contexts in this article.
Fundamental Assumptions about the Use of Persuasion Knowledge
In discussing the Persuasion Knowledge Model as it applies to consumers' coping behaviors, we focus on how three knowledge structures interact to shape and determine the outcomes of persuasion attempts (see Fig. 1 ). These are (1) persuasion knowledge; (2) agent knowledge, which consists of beliefs about the traits, competencies, and goals of the persuasion agent (e.g., an advertiser, a salesperson); and (3) topic knowledge, which consists of beliefs about the topic of the message (e.g., a product, service, social cause, or candidate).
Consumers' persuasion-coping knowledge enables them to recognize, analyze, interpret, evaluate, and remember persuasion attempts and to select and execute coping tactics believed to be effective and appropriate. Persuasion knowledge performs schemalike functions, such as guiding consumers' attention to aspects of an advertising campaign or sales presentation, providing inferences about possible background conditions that caused the agent to construct the attempt in that way, generating predictions about the attempt's likely effects on people, and evaluating its overall competence. Further, persuasion coping knowledge directs one's attention to one's own response goals and response options, supplies situational information relevant to selecting response tactics, predicts which tactics will best achieve one's goal(s), evaluates the adequacy of one's coping attempt, and retains useful information about how one interpreted and coped with this particular persuasion attempt.
In everyday life, people often move rapidly and fluently between the roles of target and agent. Their persuasion knowledge supports this flexibility by providing them with the resources necessary to do the basic tasks of persuasion coping and persuasion production. There is presumably a fairly close connection, therefore, between people's coping knowledge and what they know that helps them plan, construct, and execute their own influence attempts. Hence, the knowledge a consumer has available for persuasion coping purposes includes what they believe about how to persuade others and what they believe is generally known by others about how to persuade.
Once we appreciate the many functions that persuasion knowledge performs, its value and scope become apparent. It is a resource to which people must have immediate access during any interaction in which the need may arise to recognize and manage, or to construct and deliver, a persuasion attempt. In short, for consumers it is a necessary resource in virtually all interactions with marketers. Consequently, we assume that people access persuasion knowledge, at least partially, whenever they want to understand what is going on as they observe advertisements, sales presentations, or the behaviors of service providers. Indeed, the simple judgment as to whether what they observe is, or is not, part of a persuasion attempt comes from accessing persuasion knowledge.
It is important to realize that consumers may access persuasion knowledge for reasons other than its value to them in evaluating claims about a product or service. As we will discuss in a later section, they often access it because they are interested in judging what the agent is like. Also, they may access it simply because they find it interesting to think about why ads and sales presentations are constructed as they are, that is, out of interest in the general topic of persuasion or marketing.
In addition to activating persuasion knowledge, consumers will also activate agent knowledge and topic knowledge, at some level, when they observe or interact with marketers. Each of these three knowledge structures is potentially useful, if only to comprehend what is going on. Of course, a consumer's allocation of mental resources devoted to each of the three knowledge structures (persuasion, topic, agent) will vary across different persuasion episodes. This will be influenced by how well developed each body of knowledge is (e.g., a person may know a lot about some advertisers or products, and little about others), by the target's situational goals and information-processing opportunities, and by other factors that affect the use of any knowledge system (see Batra and Ray [1986] Further, we assume that the degree to which people access their persuasion knowledge may shift over the course of a particular persuasion episode. For example, someone watching a seemingly familiar sort of television ad may initially pay little heed to persuasion knowledge but then increase his/her use of it upon noting something unpredicted in the ad's format. A consumer's use of persuasion knowledge may also shift over the course of observing a marketer's campaign. For example, someone may draw mainly on product-category knowledge during initial exposures to a campaign for a new product, then increase his/her use of persuasion knowledge as s/he is repeatedly exposed to the same or similar messages.
The Content and Structure of Persuasion Knowledge
To do the persuasion-related tasks of everyday life, people require knowledge about the goals and actions of persuasion agents and about the possible goals they themselves might have and the actions they can take to cope with persuasion attempts. Further, persuasion knowledge will contain causal-explanatory beliefs about the psychological states and processes thought to mediate the effect of one person's persuasion attempts on another person's ultimate actions. In fact, we believe that both an individual consumer's persuasion knowledge and the widely shared folk model of persuasion in a culture will resemble what Kelley (1983) called "perceived causal structures."" He defined these as "a temporally ordered network of interconnected causes and effects" (p. 333).
Beliefs Strong 1925) . Later persuasion process models proposed by psychologists, consumer researchers, and marketing professionals have cited these and a number of other activities or states familiar to lay people, for example, attitudes, associations, emotions, imagery, reasoning, categorizing. Presumably, therefore, the psychological events that are thought of as mediators (i.e., internal causes) in consumers' conceptions of persuasion will include some of the events referenced in everyday psychological language and cited in writings on persuasion, advertising, and selling by persuasion professionals and researchers.
Beliefs about Marketers' Tactics. In our model, we presume that an observable feature (or pattern of features) of a persuasion attempt takes on meaning to people as a persuasion tactic only if they perceive a possible causal connection between it and a psychological activity they believe mediates persuasion. For example, if someone perceives that attention, emotion, or trust are mediators, then the inclusion of a celebrity endorser in an ad becomes meaningful as a perceived persuasion tactic only when that person comes to believe that the celebrity's presence might foreseeably influence those responses. Persuasion tactics are therefore perceived as "agent action-psychological event" connections. We see evidence of this in everyday descriptions of tactics that reference a psychological mediator, for example, an attention-getting tactic, a scare tactic, a tactic to stir curiosity or to make people like the product. The features or feature patterns people come to think of as representing agent tactics may include holistic message themes or structures, specific message elements, or abstract configurations of message elements. For example, the range of things someone comes to think of as advertising tactics could include such things as appeals to nostalgia or to family values, telling a story, using cartoon characters or well-liked music, claiming scarcity of the advertised product, or comparing two brands.
Beliefs about One's Own Coping Tactics. Consumers will conceive of coping tactics as the same sort of "action-psychological event" configuration. As targets, they will develop beliefs about the cognitive, emotional, or physical actions they can execute to manage a persuasion attempt's effects on them. First, they will develop beliefs about the extent to which they can con-trol the various internal activities they perceive of as mediators of persuasion. They might come to perceive, for example, that their emotional reactions are more strongly influenced by things shown or said in ads than by their own mental activities. In contrast, they may come to believe that they have greater capacity to manage their own attention, the things they imagine, or their own reasoning about product benefits. This is consistent with research suggesting that people's everyday causal explanations reflect beliefs about which events are selfcaused (Meyer 1980; Weiner 1986; Wimer and Kelley 1982) . It is also consistent with the view that people who process persuasive messages develop beliefs about which of their thoughts are self-generated and which are message-originated (Greenwald 1968; Shavitt and Brock 1986; Wright 1973) .
Presumably, therefore, a person's beliefs about possible coping tactics will reflect what they believe about which psychological activities they can readily control and what they believe about how doing one type of activity will influence, and thereby manage, another. For example, someone might come to believe that, by letting their imagination soar, they can disengage and reengage themselves during a persuasion attempt. Other examples of coping tactics some people may develop include simply ignoring certain persuasion tactics that they notice, selectively discounting the part of a message in which particular tactics are used (e.g., "the celebrity is just a tactic, ignore what he says"), or focusing one's resources on balanced elaboration of the agent's message content (some support arguing, some counterarguing).
Coping tactics may also pertain to the way in which someone schedules their mental activities. People may learn to schedule different types of activities such that they can accomplish each one without straining their cognitive capacities. For example, someone might develop a coping tactic of deferring their use of persuasion knowledge until a persuasion attempt is ending or completed, to allow the undistracted use of their agent and topic knowledge early on and to enable them to fully appreciate the persuasion attempt before they interpret it.
Beliefs about the Effectiveness and Appropriateness of Marketers' Tactics. People will hold beliefs about the nature of the causal relations between an agent's actions, the psychological effects those actions produce in targets, and subsequent behavioral outcomes. For example, they will have ideas about the ease with which agents can produce particular types of psychological effects by using specific behaviors (e.g., showing babies usually makes people emotional) and about how strongly such effects, if produced, influence behavioral responses (e.g., making people emotional does not have a very strong effect on whether they buy the product). Effectiveness beliefs like these may be unconditional so that some tactics simply are thought of as "powerful," or people may have conditional beliefs such as, "making people emotional is primarily effective for luxury goods." Similarly, people will develop beliefs about the appropriateness (e.g., fairness, manipulativeness) of specific types of persuasive tactics. Such beliefs may also be conditional in that the appropriateness of an agent's actions is judged within the context of the topic and/or expected target audience (e.g., using a fear appeal to sell ice cream or in ads directed to children).
Beliefs about Marketers' Persuasion Goals and One's Own Coping Goals. Consumers will develop beliefs about the possible end goals of marketers and parallel beliefs about the possible end goals they themselves can pursue in their coping activities. We presume that an overriding goal consumers identify for themselves is, "effectiveness in persuasion coping." This is conceived of broadly as the goal of producing in oneself, as effectively as possible, whatever psychological activities or physical acts achieve one's own current learning, attitudinal, or other goals (independent of what the agent seems to be trying to accomplish). This is a goal of selfcontrol and competency, not of single-minded resistance to influence attempts. Similarly, we presume that consumers understand that a paramount goal of salespeople and advertisers is to produce a persuasion attempt that is as effective as possible at influencing attitudes and beliefs about the product or service that is the topic of the message.
In addition, consumers may have insights about a variety of other goals that marketers can pursue in their persuasion attempts. Drawing on interpersonal communication research on people's perceptions of influence goals (e.g., Clark and Delia 1976; Dillard 1990; Higgins, McCann, and Fondacaro 1982) we propose that consumers may perceive that marketers can pursue the following goals in advertising and selling campaigns: (a) managing the long-term consumer-marketer relationship beyond the immediate persuasion episode and topic; (b) influencing beliefs about particular traits of the marketer; (c) managing third party impressions (e.g., what regulators, rival companies, or unintended audience segments think); (d) managing the marketer's investment of effort, money, and time in the persuasion attempt; (e) managing self-image (e.g., reflecting in the campaign the moral standards a marketer views as essential to their individual identity or corporate culture); (f) managing consumers' self-images (e.g., displaying whatever level of respect they believe consumers want); and (g) managing their own experiential benefits from the attempt (e.g., satisfying personal or creative needs in constructing an ad campaign or during customer interactions).
We presume that consumers develop parallel beliefs about the goals they themselves might choose to pursue in coping with a persuasion attempt. They then select the particular goal(s) from this set toward which they will direct their immediate coping activities. In addition to realizing that they may seek to form a valid attitude about the product or service the agent is discussing, consumers may pursue one or more of the following goals in coping with ads or sales attempts: (a) managing their long-term relationship with the marketer beyond the immediate persuasion episode or topic (e.g., by evaluating the marketer's persuasion behavior in order to refine their attitude toward that marketer and/or their future relationship with that marketer), (b) upgrading their general understanding of advertising and selling tactics (e.g., by reflecting on the tactics being used, the agent's reasons for using particular tactics, and/or the tactics' effectiveness), (c) managing their investment of cognitive resources in interpreting the attempt and in executing coping tactics, (d) managing other people's impressions of them (e.g., what friends or family conclude about the consumer's persuasion expertise from the consumer's reactions to the advertising or sales presentations), (e) managing their self-image (e.g., by reflecting personal standards of fairness and reciprocity in their behavior toward an advertiser or sales agent, (f ) managing the self-images of sales/service employees with whom they interact, and (g) managing the experiential benefits they receive from engaging in the interaction (e.g., their sensory, cognitive, or emotional stimulation).
This characterization of the goals that consumers recognize as possibilities for themselves is not based on prior empirical research in which people's perceived goals were examined or manipulated. It is a theoretical proposition about persuasion knowledge that invites further exploration. One implication of this proposition, which is important to the PKM, is that people can use their current persuasion knowledge to help them pursue several of these goals. In particular, persuasion knowledge is relevant to the goals of forming valid attitudes about products or services that are being promoted, judging what type of future relationship to have with the marketer on the basis of the marketer's persuasion behaviors, and gaining added insights about persuasion tactics in general.
Summary. We propose that persuasion knowledge is a set of interrelated beliefs about (a) the psychological events that are instrumental to persuasion, (b) the causes and effects of those events, (c) the importance of the events, (d) the extent to which people can control their psychological responses, (e) the temporal course of the persuasion process, and (f) the effectiveness and appropriateness of particular persuasion tactics. At some stage of development, adults' persuasion knowledge will resemble a model or theory of a "common-sense psychology" (Heider 1958 and marketers' understanding of the social psychological processes at work and provides the basis for empathetic, respectful, and efficient interactions between them. Note that the terms "common sense" and "folk" are not pejorative. They refer to how widely shared certain basic beliefs are, not to how accurate or complex they are.
Over time, individuals will augment and modify what they learn from folk knowledge. The resulting persuasion expertise can accumulate from many sources. People learn from third-party observations of everyday persuasion attempts, including instances in which they reflect on why ads, sales presentations, or store environments are designed as they are. Consumers regularly comment among themselves on advertising, store design, package design, and sales tactics as they observe these marketing stimuli. Although lay people do not rely on experts for their insights on persuasion, their thinking is indirectly shaped in several ways by social psychologists' and consumer researchers' ideas (Gergen 1982) . In contemporary America, people's persuasion knowledge is shaped by the broad use of psychological language and concepts, efforts to teach school children about marketing and the mass media, adult education by professors of marketing and psychology, mass media commentary on marketing activities, and writings in the popular press in which marketing professionals share their advertising and sales expertise.
The development of persuasion coping expertise is also strongly influenced by how much practice a person gets doing particular persuasion tasks. By this we mean practice in such things as recognizing when a type of persuasion tactic is being executed, analyzing what situation might have motivated the use of that tactic, evaluating the tactic's effectiveness or appropriateness, selecting a coping tactic, and executing that coping tactic effectively. In fact, opportunities to practice coping with certain types of persuasion tactics may only begin during early or middle adulthood. Practice in these tasks occurs reactively, in response to the tactics that the agents in one's life tend to actually use. One important implication of this reliance on agents' behaviors to generate practice opportunities is that adults will continue to acquire practice in persuasion coping throughout adulthood as advertisers and salespeople try new tactics. Therefore, experienced-based gains in persuasion coping expertise will continue to occur well beyond the period when information-processing skills have stabilized.
Further, people's motivation to learn how to effectively cope with marketers' and others' persuasion attempts should increase throughout life. This is because during adulthood the variety of everyday tasks in which persuasion knowledge is valuable increases. These tasks may include establishing and maintaining an independent identity, managing more complex personal relationships, facing more diverse challenges to personal attitudes than were encountered in childhood and adolescence, handling superior-subordinate and team role relationships in a workplace, being an effective parent, and making increasingly significant and numerous buying decisions.
Research on the development of practice-based expertise in other task domains may apply to persuasion expertise as well. Alba and Hutchinson (1987) synthesized much research of this nature into propositions about consumer expertise on product-related information-processing tasks. We can apply those propositions to the development of persuasion knowledge, as follows: As a consumer's practice (familiarity) with persuasion coping tasks increases, (a) the cognitive effort they expend to do those coping tasks decreases and aspects of their coping behavior become automatic; (b) the knowledge they develop to distinguish and interpret marketers' persuasion attempts, and to manage their own responses, becomes more refined, complete, and accurate; (c) their ability to discern characteristics of ads or sales presentations that help them understand a marketer's tactics and goals and that cue particular coping tactics increases; (d) their ability to make inferences about a marketer's motivation and traits, as well as predictions about the effects of persuasion attempts, increases; and (e) their capacity to remember useful things about previously seen ads or sales presentations, and about the nature and adequacy of their behavior in coping with these, improves. Further, people who are novices in coping with advertising or selling encounters may recognize only simple, superficial patterns in these events and have little proficiency with self-regulatory processes such as selecting and executing useful coping tactics. As their practice increases, however, they will increasingly use abstract, causal inferences in interpreting and will develop more self-control in managing how they respond (Ericsson and Smith 1991) .
Finally, because persuasion coping knowledge is in part procedural knowledge, models of procedural learning (e.g., Anderson 1983) may apply. Thus, people's persuasion knowledge begins as simple "if-then" rules and develops into more complex and conditional sets of rules via a typically slow transition process. This process is one in which novices first learn a possible persuasion coping tactic in declarative form, try adapting it to their needs over a set of persuasion episodes, reject it or retain it, and ultimately, perhaps, use it automatically.
AGENT AND TOPIC ATTITUDES

The Goal of Holding Valid Topic Attitudes
In this and the next section, we discuss consumers' motivations to form valid attitudes on message topics and valid attitudes about persuasion agents. We assume that adults learn how to pursue these two goals independently, and also jointly when they wish to. Chaiken (1984, 1993) This focus is also widely evident in consumer researchers' designations of people's attitudes about marketers' products as the main psychological event (i.e., dependent variable) to ultimately be explained in persuasion studies. This does not mean, of course, that consumer researchers believe that consumers exposed to marketers' communications always focus exclusively on producing appropriately revised product attitudes. However, even studies dealing with the different "processing tasks" that consumers may have during a persuasion episode usually have the ultimate goal of examining how the formation or change of topic attitudes takes place under "low-involvement" or "naturalistic" conditions. In these experiments, the manipulations frequently entail assigning some subjects to a task that focuses their processing resources on forming a topic (i.e., product or brand) attitude, or on another task that diverts them from focusing cognitive resources on refining the topic attitude (e.g., Burke There is little doubt that consumers pursue valid topic attitudes in many situations. Consequently, research on how this occurs has been quite productive, and the persuasion theories developed to explain how these topic attitudes are generated have yielded considerable insight into an important domain of persuasion situations. However, even proponents of this approach recommend that the limited domain of these theories be more fully acknowledged (Eagly and Chaiken 1993) . It is our contention that the existing persuasion theories that seek to explain only how topic attitudes get refined limit our opportunities to explore how consumers accomplish other goals they consider important in making effective marketplace decisions.
The Goal of Holding Valid Agent Attitudes
When consumers are faced with making decisions about products and services, it is rational and adaptive for them to seek valid attitudes about the individuals and organizations with whom they expect to do business. To make it clear that forming a valid agent attitude is a common goal of consumers, we will first discuss the concept of a "perceived persuasion agent" and the conditions that are likely to motivate consumers to use the perceived agent's communication behaviors as a basis for forming an agent attitude.
As described earlier, we assume that targets identify the "perceived persuasion agent" as whoever seems responsible for orchestrating the persuasion attempt. That is, the perceived agent is, in consumers' minds, the person(s) thought to have the final word in deciding who the target audience for the persuasion attempt would be, choosing the end goals and specific persuasion tactics, and designing how the tactics would be executed (i.e., selecting the spokespeople and scripting what they say or do). Consumers will typically perceive the agent to be a company or management group responsible for planning an ad campaign or for selecting, training, and directing a salesperson. In the context of mass media advertising, the spokespeople in ad campaigns who are perceived by consumers to be playing a part in a company's grand design are not the perceived agent. We presume that consumers seek valid attitudes toward the puppet masters, not their puppets.
Research on the behavior of people seeking valid attitudes toward the persuasion agent has a relatively sparse history. In some research spawned by traditional theories, measurements of people's beliefs or feelings about an agent have been taken as manipulation checks (e.g., in studies of communicator effects) or as secondary measures (e.g., Ratneshwar and Chaiken 1991) but have rarely been considered as the primary dependent variable. Theories have not sought to explain in depth how exposure to persuasion attempts leads to changes in agent attitudes. Also, in studies of consumers' attitudes toward particular ads (Aad), measurements of beliefs and feelings about the ads themselves have been taken, but the theorizing in this work has treated consumers' brand attitudes or purchase intentions as the primary events to be explained. (We will discuss the relationship between Aad research and the PKM in more detail in a later section.)
Factors Affecting the Motivation to Hold Valid Agent Attitudes
There are a number of specific situational factors that will affect a target's motivation to seek valid agent attitudes. Consumers are more likely to pursue this goal when (a) the marketer is unfamiliar to them and the current persuasion attempt represents a "get-acquainted" opportunity, (b) their existing attitude toward the marketer is based on persuasion behaviors observed in a different context than the current one (e.g., a company enters a new product category), or (c) a consumer perceives a familiar marketer to be using some distinctly different persuasion tactic(s) than had been used in previous encounters. In these situations, consumers may sense that their existing agent attitudes are either unformed, outdated, or irrelevant as a guide to how they should feel about the marketer in the future. Conversely, when consumers observe ads from a well-known company, which once again is promoting the same familiar product or service using the traditional tactics, the motivation to use the current persuasion attempt to refine an agent attitude should be minimal or absent. The latter situation is exemplified by TV viewers watching the latest in the hundreds of predictable ads for Tide, Chevrolet, or United Airlines that they have seen in their lifetime.
Another factor that will affect a person's motivation to seek a valid agent attitude is how central that agent is expected to be in the target's personal, professional, or marketplace relationships. One's incentive to use an observed persuasion attempt to refine an agent attitude is higher when one anticipates having important interactions with employees of the company. And it may be pushed even higher when the same people who are trying to influence you will later be delivering a service to you, such that their interpersonal attitudes and skills will be important to you in these subsequent interactions. For example, sales or advertising attempts designed by the individual(s) who may later become a consumer's health care provider, business consultant, insurance provider, lawyer, or auto repair person will convey information about what sort of service-delivery behaviors to expect. The critical underlying factor here is that both the persuasion attempt and the service relationship entail communication behaviors, so observing one episode of such behavior helps in predicting what others will be like.
In addition, when a company is represented by different employees, some who do selling and others who do service delivery, consumers may assume that they can learn something useful about the likely service behaviors from the selling behavior. This is because both types of behavior reflect the company's attitudes toward selection and training of employees and toward customers. For example, consumers may feel they learn something useful about an automobile manufacturer's or dealer's service from that manufacturer's or dealer's selling or advertising activities.
However, there are two situational variables that may limit the extent to which targets will attempt to make inferences about a company from the behaviors of one or more employees. First, we assume that adult consumers understand the basic reality that a company selects sales agents with particular characteristics and guides (trains and rewards) them in the execution of their roles as persuasion agents. However, consumers also are aware that individual salespeople may have some leeway in deciding how to execute persuasion attempts. Therefore, consumers may use a salesperson's characteristics and actions as signals about the company's motives, skills, and traits, but they may also use this information more narrowly as a signal about the individual salesperson. Further, if people cannot in some situation' readily identify who the actual agent is, that ambiguity itself may deter them from using the observed persuasion attempt to refine their agent attitude. Thus, in a sales situation in which a consumer remains unsure about which aspects of a salesperson's behaviors are company designed and which are designed by the individual, the motivation to form a valid attitude toward the company may be muted.
Finally, another condition that may elevate a person's desire to refine their agent attitude is when they perceive that the same agent who designed the persuasion attempt was also directly responsible for designing the product or service they are promoting. This link may be relevant because the skills and attitudes evidenced in a marketer's persuasion behavior may reflect, in a consumer's mind, parallel skills and attitudes relevant to developing valuable new products or services, for example, degree of empathy with consumers' communication needs or knowledge levels, creativity, willingness to invest resources in planning efforts, or general respect for the customer.
In summary, a number of factors may influence a target's motivation to seek a valid agent attitude on the basis of a particular persuasion attempt, or series of attempts. It seems evident that consumers will pursue that goal in a variety of realistic situations. Presumably, the strength of that motivation increases as the number and importance of the conditions supporting it increase. By identifying the motivating conditions, we gain perspective on the domain of prior persuasion research. We believe that few, if any, extant persuasion experiments have established conditions that would strongly motivate subjects to use the persuasion episode they face in the experiment to develop a valid attitude toward the perceived agent.
Evaluations of Agents' Persuasion Behaviors
We assume that consumers use persuasion knowledge to assess the marketer's overall persuasion competence and that there are two dimensions underlying this evaluation: perceived effectiveness and perceived appropriateness of the persuasion tactics. Consumers' judgments of perceived effectiveness have to do with whether the marketer's actions seem likely to produce psychological effects that strongly affect buying decisions. Consumers' judgments of perceived appropriateness have to do with whether the marketer's tactics seem to be moral or normatively acceptable (i.e., within the boundaries of the "rules of the game"). These two judgments may not be independent assessments, but we assume they are conceptually distinct in consumers' minds. This two-dimensional perspective is grounded in models of communication competence (Canary and Spitzberg 1989; Pavitt and Haight 1985) . In these models, overall communicative competence is conceptualized quite broadly. It encompasses skills ranging from pronunciation skills, to summarizing abilities, to the ability to be persuasive (Rubin 1982 The Persuasion Knowledge Model presumes that targets are motivated to use their persuasion knowledge, agent knowledge, and topic knowledge to achieve their various attitude refinement goals. They do so by developing strategies for allocating resources among all three knowledge structures during and after a given persuasion episode and across persuasion episodes involving the same agent or topic (see Fig. 1 ).
In prior theorizing it was assumed that, when a person's goal is to generate a valid attitude on the message topic, they will try to allocate cognitive resources efficiently to that task, given the information-processing constraints they face, and will use whatever information seems helpful (Chaiken et al. 1989; Petty and Cacioppo 1986) . In the PKM, we apply the same general principle to people's use of a much wider array of knowledge structures than is considered in previous models and also apply it to the process by which people pursue the goal of refining their agent attitudes. In either case, we propose that consumers' persuasion knowledge, as a broad and frequently accessed knowledge structure, will "hover" in readiness, available to them as an immediate source of help that they learn to depend on in generating valid product and agent attitudes.
Further, the PKM suggests that targets' persuasion knowledge can, in a number of situations, be more extensive, accessible, and relevant to a persuasion attempt than is their topic or agent knowledge. For example, when confronted with an ad for a Health Maintenance Organization (HMO), consumers with the goal of refining their topic attitudes will be first inclined to access their knowledge about health care services (i.e., topic knowledge). This is natural because topic knowledge facilitates comprehension of the message content and can be useful in examining the claims that the agent is making. However, novices on the topic of HMOs will quickly become aware that their topic knowledge is not much help in judging the merits of the agent's claims. When consumers are novices about a type of product (e.g., when the product is new to the market or when people with little prior interest in or need for a type of product enter the market), their capacity to use product knowledge is quite limited (Alba and Hutchinson 1987). For our purposes, the important implication is that, when targets are unfamiliar with a topic, they need help from another source. Their persuasion knowledge often represents such a resource. It provides them with a possible basis for assessing the likely validity of the agent's assertions. Thus, even when the goal of arriving at a refined product or service attitude is salient, under some conditions people's persuasion knowledge may be the most useful resource they have.
Similarly, people seeking to refine an agent attitude may discover that they have only scant, vague, or outdated beliefs about the agent who is delivering a persuasion attempt. Awareness of this deficiency is, in part, what motivates consumers to focus on refining their agent attitude. Returning to the previous example, upon confronting messages in a campaign promoting an HMO, consumers may tap into their knowledge about the organization marketing this service and realize they know little about it. They can then turn to their persuasion knowledge, which is both relevant and available.
Of course, there are three knowledge structures at issue here, and all states of relevance and development are possible. Certainly there will be times when topic knowledge and/or agent knowledge are more pertinent and extensive than persuasion knowledge and will, therefore, be drawn on in preference to persuasion knowledge. People who already know a lot about HMOs in general, and a lot about the company sponsoring the ad they are reading, may not choose to draw on persuasion knowledge at all. The PKM does not suggest that persuasion knowledge dominates people's thinking as persuasion targets, only that it contributes to it and can be, under some conditions, a major contributor.
As discussed, people may often face situations in which they are unsure about the validity of both their agent attitude and their topic attitude. In these situations, people will be motivated to efficiently refine both their attitude toward the marketer and their attitude toward the product being promoted because this allows them to extract the maximum amount of meaningful .information from each ad or sales presentation they observe. In such mixed-goal situations, we propose that people learn to handle their primary persuasion coping task via more elaborative, systematic processing activities and to handle their secondary persuasion coping task via simpler, heuristical processing activities. If a consumer's situational assessment suggests that refining their product attitude is somewhat more important than refining their marketer attitude, but that doing both is desirable, they will systematically use persuasion, topic, and agent knowledge to efficiently refine their product attitude. They will also heuristically use elements of persuasion, agent, and topic knowledge to refine their attitude toward the marketer. The converse will hold when a consumer's situational assessment points them toward giving more priority to their agent attitude and less to their topic attitude. In that case, they will systematically use persuasion, agent, and topic knowledge to refine their agent attitude and will also use heuristics to refine their topic attitude.
In discussing how people generate topic attitudes, Chaiken (1987) suggested that people develop heuristics for judging the validity of message claims from observing simple features of the presentation or situation. We propose that heuristical processing of this sort should also be among the tactics that people develop for generating agent attitudes without using substantial resources. People may learn to identify generic persuasion tactics by developing simple "tactic recognition" heuristics. These heuristics are often based on the presence of only one or two features of a persuasion attempt. For example, some consumers may learn to use a heuristic such as, "the presence of any of these featuresa celebrity, someone in a business suit, someone shown in a laboratory signals that the advertiser is trying to get me to trust what they say." In addition to tacticrecognition heuristics, people may learn to use heuristics for assessing a persuasion attempt's effectiveness. "Effectiveness heuristics" might be based on cues such as, "if a poignant story about people overcoming hardship is told, the ad will be very effective." Similarly, people may also develop simple "appropriateness heuristics." Thus, experienced consumers are able to use tactic-recognition heuristics, effectiveness heuristics, and appropriateness heuristics to generate agent or topic attitudes when they want to invest only limited resources in processing the message.
The PKM also suggests that people are likely to have a broader and more patient view of the domain of their persuasion coping activities than is captured in much of traditional persuasion research. Thus, consumers realize they need not squeeze all their attitude-refinement efforts into the time period defined by the start and end of an advertiser's or salesperson's delivery of any one message. Rather, they will develop proficiency in handling mixed-goal persuasion processing through insightful use of their various opportunities to observe and consider a marketer's communication behaviors.
Specifically, the strategies consumers develop to use their persuasion, agent, and topic knowledge can make use of the time period after an initial exposure, by drawing on memories about the features and overall theme of the persuasion attempt. We do not mean to imply that people's reflections about what an advertiser or salesperson had done need to be deep and extensive, but by waiting in this way consumers allow themselves the chance to do either brief or extended reflection on tactics, whichever serves their own goals. If people learn to use these types of coping strategies, one important implication is that the effects caused by consumers' use of persuasion knowledge will occur partly or largely during some unknown time period after an ad or sales presentation. If so, delayed measures of effects may more adequately capture the actual overall effects due to a target's persuasion knowledge than measures taken immediately after message delivery is completed. In fact it may be that, unless delayed measurements are taken, the functioning of consumers' persuasion knowledge will remain undetected and unsuspected.
Following the same theme further, consumers may also come to use a strategy of suspending conclusive changes in their topic or agent attitude until they can draw adequately on persuasion knowledge during subsequent opportunities to observe an agent's campaign. In many real-world situations consumers can count on, and take advantage of, multiple opportunities to examine what a marketer is up to. Marketers provide these opportunities in the course of running campaigns in which they redeliver the same message or alternate versions of the campaign using a pool of ads. Furthermore, consumers who wish to can typically reexpose themselves to a persuasion campaign by rereading print materials or by asking salespeople to "run through that again." As a consequence, over the course of several exposures to the same basic persuasion attempt, a target may progress from relative naivete about the agent's goals and tactics to greater awareness of them, from scant to more extensive inferences about the agent, and from simplistic to more complex evaluations of the agent's behavior. The operation of persuasion knowledge enables targets to "learn as they go." This is an important concept because effects like these are not envisioned in theorizing that ignores persuasion knowledge or fails to allow for its possible generation across repeated opportunities to observe an agent. The PKM implies that a complete account of persuasion effects will allow for targets' learning about an agent's tactics and adapting how they cope with those tactics, across a series of exposures to that agent's persuasion attempts. Similarly, a complete account will allow for learning that may occur when a consumer is able to observe the ads or sales presentations of rival marketers on the same topic, whose different persuasion tactics provide a noteworthy contrast. For example, a consumer who has no initial insight about the selling tactics used by the first health club operator whose pitch was heard may, upon hearing a second operator's sales presentation, make a judgment about what the first agent's goals or tactics were. This contrast can also occur in reverse, that is, by recalling the first agent's approach to persuasion, a consumer may perceive something about the second agent's tactics that otherwise would have been ignored. The PKM casts what occurs across successive observations of the same agent, or of rival agents, as adaptive, strategic persuasion coping behavior, which makes use of memories about the characteristics of agents' earlier persuasion attempts.
Empirical evidence on the changes that occur over time in people's persuasion coping strategies is very limited. We examined theory on the maturation of people's defense mechanisms (Haan 1977 ) for some possible insights. On the basis of such theory, we predict that less experienced consumers' ways of coping might include (a) rigid, absolute compartmentalizations (e.g., "all TV ads are misleading," "All Nike ads are trustworthy"); (b) total inattention to, or self-distraction from, a sales attempt or ad once some perceived tactic is noted; (c) strong internal denial of information in a persuasion attempt that might suggest that a persuasion tactic is being used by someone you do not want to think of in the role of a persuasion agent (e.g., a trusted advisor or friend acting in a selling capacity, a hero such as Michael Jordan doing persuasion activities); (d) total dismissal of, or admiration for, all ads or sales presentations that use particular tactics, regardless of the situation or the remaining content of the message; (e) dependence on friends' interpretations of a sales or advertising message (i.e., on social wisdom about persuasion) rather than on one's own responses; or (f) spontaneous public expressions of emotional reactions during persuasion episodes (e.g., verbally mocking or insulting a salesperson for doing something one recognizes as a tactic or continually expressing strong feelings about TV ads to others in the same room).
Research on defense mechanisms also suggests that as adults acquire greater coping expertise they will develop larger repertoires of coping tactics. These cognitive management strategies enable them to (a) separate their emotional and evaluative reactions to an advertising or sales tactic from their use of relevant information about the product or service; (b) cope with a tactic by withdrawing their attention from the part of a message that contains it, but refocusing attention when they choose to; (c) readily elucidate in their minds the causal chain of events surrounding the creation of the ad or sales presentation; (d) tolerate ambiguities such as ads or sales presentations that mingle tactics with helpful product or agent information or agents with mixed motives; and (e) make qualified, conditional judgments about the agent's goals and tactics.
It is important to keep in mind that persuasion-coping knowledge is, as we discussed earlier, a resource that continues to develop. Persuasion coping novices who face "mixed-goal, multiple knowledge-structure" situations will handle them as efficiently as they can. However, their coping tactics will differ from those of people who have had more practice in tackling dualgoal persuasion processing and in using their persuasion, agent, and topic knowledge structures simultaneously. Learning to schedule and juggle one's use of different knowledge structures is part of acquiring persuasion expertise. This is one important reason why persuasion coping novices and people with considerable persuasion coping expertise may be influenced differently by the same persuasion attempt.
The Change-of-Meaning Principle: The Effects of Interpreting Agent Actions as Persuasion Tactics
Central to people's persuasion knowledge are their conceptions of the tactics that agents use. As discussed earlier, people's tactic conceptions pertain to the things that they believe get done or said in persuasion attempts to influence psychological activities they conceive of as instrumental to persuasion. Recognizing an agent's action as something one perceives of as a tactic during a persuasion attempt can have a number of significant effects on what happens in the remainder of the persuasion episode.
The PKM predicts that, when a person begins conceiving of an agent's action, heretofore not identified as having any particular meaning, as a persuasion tactic a "change of meaning" will occur. This is a significant event that fundamentally alters many things in the way in which a target will respond to this, and other, persuasion attempts. The "change of meaning" principle has, we believe, important implications for (a) how consumers construe persuasion attempts in general; (b) why two consumers with different persuasion tactic knowledge may construe the same persuasion attempt differently, and therefore also react to it differently; (c) why a particular consumer may construe a specific ad or sales presentation, or a specific type of ad or sales presentation, differently at one time in his/her life than at another time, and consequently respond differently; and (d) why even some alteration in the features of an ad or sales presentation that an agent (or researcher) considers innocuous may cause an altered effect, by either introducing into it something a target considers a tactic or deleting from it something that would have been considered a tactic had people observed the unaltered version.
To illustrate the change-of-meaning principle more concretely, consider a consumer who has not yet realized that one tactic agents use to make influence attempts effective is to try to make the target believe the spokesperson is similar to the consumer in some ways. While still innocent about this tactic, the consumer attaches no particular (tactical) meaning to messages in which a spokesperson turns out to have physical characteristics, attitudes, lifestyles, values, or even styles of dress that are similar to the consumer's. The consumer may notice the similarities, but these seem like innocuous features of the ads or sales presentations. While naive in this way, consumers do not construe displays of similarity as orchestrated, scripted parts of a company's persuasion campaign. These perceived similarities may exert effects on the persuasion process, as described by various psychological theories, but those effects are as yet unmoderated by the target's persuasion knowledge.
Then, the change-of-meaning occurs. The consumer learns that signals of similarity can be used as a tactic. He or she now begins to perceive the presentation of the "like me" background characteristics of the people in ads or of salespeople as actions-intended to manufacture similarity perceptions. When consumers now notice such things, they may disengage somewhat from the ongoing interaction, draw inferences of some sort, get distracted from the message, consciously dismiss the perceived similarity, or discount what the spokesperson says. Further, whereas before when similarity cues appeared in a persuasion attempt, consumers generated no particular evaluative feelings about the company, now they may begin to include assessments of the effectiveness of that tactic and of how appropriate or fair it seems. These assessments may be used to refine the consumer's attitude toward the marketer. In summary, a consumer's response to the persuasion attempt has been fundamentally altered by the change of meaning. This process can, therefore, affect consumers as they pursue valid topic attitudes or valid agent attitudes.
Once an act by an agent is construed as a tactic, several types of effects may occur. People may over time develop ideas about the conditions that lead agents to use such a tactic and consequently about what the agent's thinking was. For example, a consumer might come to believe that some tactics are used when marketers have nothing of substance to say about a product. If so, the perception that these tactics are being used carries meaning for the consumer's product attitude. As another example, a consumer might come to believe that some tactics are used when marketers accurately understand and respect what people want to know about a type of product, in which case noticing such a tactic may carry meaning for the consumer's agent attitude.
Another effect of tactic recognitions, and any ensuing tactic-related cognitive activities they stimulate, may be to disrupt the other message response activities that otherwise would have occurred in consumers' minds. In part, this may represent a general "detachment effect," that is, recognizing someone is using a tactic of influence "on me" is fundamentally "off-putting." It detaches one from the ongoing interaction and makes one conscious, or more conscious than otherwise, that the other party sees you as someone on whom they think persuasion tactics can be or need to be used. This redefines the nature of the interaction that is occurring. It disengages someone from whatever sense they might have had of participating in the "reality" being created by the marketer or salesperson (cf. Deighton 1992).
More narrowly, the perception of a tactic may disrupt the comprehension and elaboration of topic-related statements or images, by drawing the consumer's attention to their persuasion knowledge and away from their topic knowledge. For example, as a persuasion attempt unfolds, events or elements in it may signal to a consumer that a tactic is being used. If a disruption due to tactic-related thinking occurs early in a marketer's persuasion attempt, it may undermine the overall coherence of a story the marketer is trying to tell, or a logical argument the marketer is trying to make. If the tactic perception occurs toward the end of a marketer's delivery, that may disrupt a consumer's understanding of the story's ending or the argument's conclusion, or undermine the cognitive processing necessary for the person to integrate the message's content into their preexisting attitude structures. An implication from the PKM is, therefore, that it is not only important to understand what specific agent behaviors targets are interpreting as tactics, but to take into account when dur-ing a persuasion attempt people's reactions to various types of perceived tactics may occur.
'The change-of-meaning hypothesis has other implications as well. Someone who is deflected from using their tactic knowledge will behave differently than they do when they can actively use that knowledge. When an agent's general persuasive intent, or the intended effect of a specific feature, is successfully obscured by the agent, a target's thinking and behavior may differ from their thinking and behavior in situations in which the same feature is used but the agent's intent is apparent. In a related manner, deflecting experimental subjects from using their tactic-related knowledge creates evidence only'on what happens in analogous situations in which a similar type of knowledge suppression or misdirection occurs. An important part of a complete theory of persuasion is, therefore, an explanation of the situational factors that suppress otherwise accessible persuasion knowledge, and of the aspects of an agent's overall behavior that disguise a tactic or that make its execution seem heavy-handed and transparent to targets.
It is important to also note that any effects such as these are based on the consumer's perception of what the agent has done as a tactic, so these effects occur whether or not the agent actually had considered that feature of their behavior as a tactic. The consumers in our example cannot know for sure when a spokesperson who claims to have the same goals, interests, or values as they do is telling the truth or merely displaying a cue that is expected to help persuade them. The consumer has to figure out how to cope with that ambiguity but may sometimes respond to some things as tactics when they were not conceived as such by the agent. We propose'that even momentary uncertainty on this inter--pretation issue in a target's mind, caused by noticing a possible "similarity tactic," introduces a change in response, compared to what happens when no such tactic perception occurs.
If we are to understand when and how this changeof-meaning effect occurs, the specific content of people's tactic beliefs, and the inferences these trigger, need to be measured directly. Because the transformation of an agent's action from an innocuous feature of the persuasion attempt to a perceived persuasion tactic will affect what occurs in persuasion episodes, we believe this is a critical area for future research.
Changes in Tactic Conceptions. There is little research or theory as yet on how people's tactic conceptions evolve as they mature. We will therefore offer some rudimentary theorizing on this issue because it is important to the change-of-meaning principle.
How an action takes on new meaning as a possible tactic is suggested by our definition of a tactic. Changes in tactic conceptions occur because of changes in someone's beliefs about the psychological mediators. Consider, for example, a person who believes that marketers will be very persuasive if they can get the people who watch their ads to make a connection between what is said or shown and things that are familiar and important to them (i.e., evoke "interest"). Subsequently, this same person also learns that evoking viewers' emotions is another way marketers have of being persuasive. One effect may be that this individual begins considering whether some agent actions they are accustomed to seeing as "interest-stirring tactics" might also reasonably be construed as "emotion-arousing" tactics. Another possible effect is that agent actions not heretofore given any tactical meaning now take on such meaning, if they seem related to emotional arousal in the person's mind.
Subsequently, this same person's judgment of an agent's competence, based on assessments of the effectiveness or appropriateness of perceived persuasion tactics, will now be made in an altered way. Effectiveness and appropriateness judgments change in concert with changes in tactic and mediator beliefs. Our hypothetical consumer previously considered only how interest-stirring an ad or sales presentation seemed to be when assessing its effectiveness. Now, this person may instead, or in addition, consider how emotionarousing the persuasion attempt seems, in assessing its effectiveness. In this way, people develop the capacity for more varied, conditional, multidimensional evaluations of effectiveness. As their mediator knowledge grows, people will come to realize that effective persuasion can occur via several different routes, by creating different types of psychological responses.
This idea has several important implications. First, it suggests that people whose tactic conceptions are at different stages of development may disagree in their assessments of a persuasion attempt's effectiveness and also in any refinements of their attitude toward a marketer that are based on their effectiveness judgments. Further, people whose tactic conceptions and mediator knowledge differ (e.g., consumers, marketers, researchers) may judge perceived effectiveness differently, and they are apt to misunderstand how each other assesses the effectiveness of various persuasion campaigns.
People's capacity for judging a persuasion attempt's appropriateness (fairness, manipulativeness, respectfulness). also depends on the state of their tactic beliefs. In general, the developmental path here is similar to the one we described for effectiveness assessments. Judgments of a campaign's appropriateness will become more complex, contingent, and automatic as persuasion knowledge matures. Thus, people increasingly will be able and inclined to take into account more of the following types of beliefs:
(a) what tactics do I believe the agent is trying to use? (b) what effect(s) do I believe this persuasion attempt is actually likely to produce? and (c) what do I believe about my own or other targets'
capacities to recognize and cope with these tactics? Throughout adulthood, consumers will become increasingly able to efficiently use the knowledge they are developing about themselves and about marketers' tac-tics and goals when assessing how fair or manipulative a campaign seems to them (Campbell 1992 
THE RELATIONSHIP OF THE PKM TO PRIOR THEORY AND RESEARCH
In developing the PKM, our thinking was influenced by a number of different theories and bodies of research. The PKM has not, however, been directly derived from particular empirical studies, and the validity of its various propositions remains to be empirically examined. *However, a few published studies have emanated from conceptual perspectives that directly foreshadowed the PKM. First, in two studies, researchers examined the hypothesis that, when topic knowledge is almost nil (i.e., a new product is being introduced), targets examine an agent's persuasion behavior for cues as to whether the agent sincerely believes in the validity of the product quality claims for the new product (Kirmani 1990; Kirmani and Wright 1989). Specifically, Kirmani and Wright (1989) proposed that under certain conditions people use the "perceived effort" a company invests in the persuasion attempt as a signal of their strength of belief in their product's quality. Their results showed that people have beliefs about the expense of various ad campaign elements, that perceptions of those elements evoke expectations about a new product's quality beyond those created by ad claims, that the inferences seem to reflect systematic conditional beliefs by consumers about when and why advertisers invest in expensive campaigns, and that this interpretive activity can occur from simple "campaign watching." Kirmani (1990) showed further that such inferences can occur in targets from observing unobtrusive campaign elements, such as the size of an ad; that the weight given such inferences relative to other inputs varies predictably; that consumers recognize situations in which lavish agent effort ceases to provide a useful cue to the advertiser's motive or beliefs; and that "effort" can be signaled in various ways.
Several other recent studies are compatible with the PKM. Wiener, LaForge, and Goolsby (1990) and Goodstein (1993) examined what happens when advertisers or salespeople use tactics that violate consumers' expectations. Goodstein (1993) discussed how consumers develop a schema of the advertising tactics typical for a product category, how the activation of this schema guides ad processing, and how prior affect toward a tactic may transfer to a new ad that is perceived to be similar to the prototypic ad for the product category. Wiener et al. (1990) proposed that a violation of expectations about an agent's tactics alerts consumers to consider the situation that motivated the use of the new tactic. Also, Scheer and Stern (1992) examined how attitudes toward a company as a possible distribution partner were affected by that company's influence tactics.
In the following sections, we will discuss our view of the PKM's relationship to a number of other models or research streams. In most cases, we cannot directly relate our model to specific results from empirical studies because in those studies the state of subjects' persuasion knowledge was not directly measured or manipulated.
Attitude-toward-the-Ad Research
Research on Aad has been broadly concerned with how people's thoughts and/or feelings about a persuasion attempt (an advertisement) influence their attitudes toward the advertised brand. This research is similar to traditional persuasion and attitude change research in that the dependent variables of central concern have been brand attitudes (i.e., topic attitude) and/or purchase intentions. Attitude toward the ad research has extended traditional approaches in two ways. We believe that the Persuasion Knowledge Model offers a theoretical framework for examining Aad phenomena that explains the origins of certain types of adrelated evaluations in depth and is grounded in analysis of the behavior of persuasion target's per se, not just in general attitude theories. We do not deny, of course, the relevance of those general attitude theories but view the PKM as a rich, domain-specific model that complements them.
Attitude-toward-the-ad research has helped stimulate our interest in consumers' persuasion knowledge because it focuses attention on the underlying assumption that people evaluate marketers' persuasion attempts. The ability to make these evaluations requires a knowledge base. However, the Persuasion Knowledge Model was not developed from Aad theorizing, or as an attempt to explain Aad empirical findings. Because Aad studies were not done to test the PKM, it is not possible to definitively relate the Aad research to our model, and any interpretations of those prior findings in terms of the PKM are at best tentative. However, some of the findings from this stream of research are consistent with predictions derived from the PKM. For example, according to Brown and Stayman's (1992) meta-analysis, cognitive and affective reactions to ads have been more strongly correlated with beliefs about the attributes of the advertised brand when the ad dealt with a durable good or a service rather than with a nondurable good or service. This is consistent with the PKM, which assumes that people will apply persuasion knowledge in seeking to learn things from the marketer's influence behavior that are relevant in forecasting what future service behaviors by the marketer's employees will be like or in identifying things about the marketer's competencies in product design that are not easily discernible from prepurchase inspection or trial. Where packaged goods are at issue, this is less of a concern because trial purchase involves much less risk and service interactions with the marketer's employees (as opposed to intermediaries) are unnecessary. Wright (1973) . In taking such measures, these researchers have made an implicit assumption that people have some basis for generating such judgments and often do so naturally during a message presentation. However, the underlying knowledge or process has not been explicitly examined, nor have these measures been derived from a model of the possible dimensions of perceived effectiveness. Further, the theoretical relationship between people's subjective perceptions of an ad's effectiveness and the ad's actual effectiveness (e.g., as measured by some objective indicator such as a pre-post attitude change score) has rarely been considered in depth.
However, a few of these studies can be used to illustrate the applicability of the PKM to this area of research. For example, earlier we suggested that emotion may be a mediator of persuasion represented in people's basic mental models. If so, our model predicts that messages that do evoke strong emotion in targets, or that seem likely to evoke emotions because of the message's perceived features, will be judged by targets to be effective, while messages that do not evoke those responses or have those features will be judged as less effective. Further, people's assessments of effectiveness will be independent of the messages' actual effects on topic attitudes, to the extent that those actual effects are mediated by psychological events other than just emotional responses. Two prior studies provide data that we interpret as consistent with this prediction. Holbrook and Batra (1987) set out to examine the relationships between people's postexposure brand attitudes and their ad-content beliefs, ad-evoked emotions, and global liking for the ads. However, in the analyses, subjects' reports about how they believed the ad had affected their own brand attitudes (e.g., my attitude is "more favorable/unfavorable"; "like/dislike more") were treated as the postexposure measure of actual brand attitudes. From the scales' wordings we interpreted these reports as a "perceived effectiveness" measure that was distinct from an actual effects measure. Recast this way, Holbrook and Batra's data indicate that, among other things, people's ad-evoked emotions caused (were positively related to) their subjective ad effectiveness judgments, but that the effectiveness judgments were correlated only moderately, across ads, with the ads' actual effects on brand attitudes. In the second relevant study, Gunther and Thorson (1992) showed some subjects emotion-arousing TV ads and other sub-jecfs ads that evoked little emotion. Subjects then reported both postexposure topic attitudes and their beliefs about the effectiveness of the ads they had seen. There were no differences in the actual effectiveness of the two types of messages, but the subjects judged the emotion-arousing ads as more effective.
We also suggested earlier that "interest" may be a basic mediator in people's mental models. If so, the same type of prediction applies. Messages that stir an audience member's interest, or seem likely to stir interest by virtue of their perceived features, will be judged to be more effective than messages that do not, regardless of the messages' actual effects on topic attitudes. Collins et al. (1988) had subjects read either a vividlanguage version of a message (by definition, capable of evoking a flood of quick mental associations to things of personal relevance, i.e., high interest) or a non-vividlanguage version. Subjects reported their postexposure attitudes and, as a secondary measure, their judgments about the perceived effectiveness of the message they read. There were no actual differences in postexposure attitudes across messages, but subjects' perceptions were that the vivid-language version was more effective.
Another prediction from our framework is that an external message that does cause actual topic-attitude effects will be accurately attributed as a strong causal influence when audience members have no premessage beliefs or attitude on that topic. In that case, people will accurately perceive that a change in their beliefs or attitude on the topic (from "nothing" to "something"), of which they should be aware, can have only one apparent cause, which is external and cannot be due to their own topic-related memories at work. Two experimental findings seem consistent with this. In Wright (1973) women read or heard ads for a hypothetical new product. Their topic belief-attitude system was therefore nonexistent before ad exposure. They reported both postexposure product attitudes and perceived message effectiveness. In this attitude-formation case, these two variables were highly correlated. Similarly, Holbrook (1978) had subjects read characterizations of hypothetical products and then report both postexposure product attitudes and perceived message effectiveness. The two were again highly correlated.
One further prediction from our framework is that targets will not perceive a persuasion attempt on them to be effective when (a) it does not seem especially emotion-evoking or interest-stirring (mediators in people's mental models) or (b) the targets already have well-developed knowledge on the topic, which they access to generate thoughts during a persuasion attempt, leading them to perceive any attitude changes as largely self-caused, not externally caused. In Goethal and Reckman (1973), a group discussion of race took place. One group member acted as a stooge and covertly tried to influence other members' attitudes. We can assume from the description of this situation that the targets had well-developed prior attitudes about race and that the subtle persuasion attempt was not highly emotionarousing or dramatic. In this case, subjects reported that they believed the group discussion had no effect on their topic attitudes, although it actually did have significant effects. Further, they held firm in their perception about the attempt's negligible causal influence even when the researcher reminded them that their prediscussion racial attitudes had been measured and would be compared to their postdiscussion attitudes. Our model explains, we believe, why targets will not perceive an external message to have causally influenced them under these conditions.
The Persuasion Knowledge Model highlights the knowledge base and underlying mechanisms by which people learn to assess how effective various persuasion attempts are and to judge how insulting, fair, manipulative, or respectful they seem. In addition to providing a theoretical explanation of how people generate effectiveness and appropriateness judgments, the model also predicts that, as persuasion knowledge matures, a person will have the capacity to assess effects-on-self as distinct from effects-on-others. Further, an individual with more well developed persuasion knowledge may have beliefs about how target audiences with different characteristics are more or less affected by ads with certain features. At the very least, this suggests that researchers' decisions to ask people about perceived effects of ads or sales presentations on self, on some specified group of others, or in general will benefit from a theoretical rationale about how such judgments are pro-*duced. Finally, greater theoretical attention to the origins of perceived effectiveness judgments may enhance the reasoning behind the way perceived effectiveness is measured, may help untangle perceived effectiveness measures from actual effectiveness measures more precisely (see e.g., Aaker and Stayman 1990; Holbrook and Batra 1987), and may assure that perceived effectiveness measures are not used to both predict and define a construct (e.g., Miniard et al. 1990 ).
On a more general level, we believe that consumers' generation of effectiveness judgments is a substantively interesting, and potentially complex, phenomenon in itself. The PKM identifies two ways in which people's subjective assessments of a persuasion attempt's effectiveness may be related to its actual (objectively measured) effectiveness. First, there is the case in which an ad's or sales presentation's effects on attitudes are largely captured by an internal reaction that audience members are consciously aware of (e.g., emotions) and consider to be an important mediator of persuasion. In that case, what subjects report about perceived effectiveness should accurately reflect the actual effectiveness results, and the appropriate interpretation is that the subjects' reports are an alternate measure of actual effectiveness.
However, subjects could also achieve high accuracy by using their persuasion beliefs to predict the effectiveness of the persuasion attempt from its emotion-evoking characteristics, without having directly experienced the emotional responses. In that case, a high correlation between subjects' effectiveness reports and actual effectiveness results deserves a different sort of interpretation, that is, that subjects' mental models predicted the actual effects accurately. Conversely, there will be no relationship between subjects' effectiveness beliefs and actual effects if (a) subjects rely on their own conscious reactions to assess effectiveness, but those reactions are not the important psychological mediators that actually govern the ad's overall effects, and/or (b) subjects draw on persuasion knowledge to predict effectiveness but have inaccurate mental models of persuasion (in this situation), or identify "predictor" characteristics in the persuasion attempt that are incomplete or invalid (in this instance).
Clearly, understanding the generation of perceived effectiveness judgments or beliefs, and the role we expect these to play, is not simple. This issue is related to, but distinct from, the issue raised by Nisbett and Wilson (1977 left open. For our present purposes, however, we note that the PKM deals with whatever persuasion knowledge people develop, regardless of its accuracy, and regardless of whether it is from socially available folk knowledge, their own general observations of social events, or their own conscious reactions as targets of a persuasion attempt. We do not claim that people's accuracy in assessing an ad's or sales presentation's effects implies conscious awareness of their psychological processes, but we do argue that the process and input they use to generate such assessments, and the way they use such assessments to refine their agent or topic attitudes, are important issues to examine.
Coaching Targets: Forewarning, Inoculation, and Education
Research on coaching persuasion targets to cope more effectively with persuasion attempts has taken various forms. We include here research on the forewarning of targets, on attitude immunization procedures, and on the education of children or adults about advertising or sales practices. Coaching efforts such as these presumably aim to effectively increase people's persuasion knowledge and persuasion coping skills. In these research streams, however, the nature, development, and use of persuasion knowledge has not been theoretically or empirically analyzed as the basis for the research or educational programs.
In research on forewarning effects, targets' personal persuasion knowledge has not been identified as a source of forewarnings, as would be suggested by the PKM. Brucks, Armstrong, and Goldberg (1988) argued insightfully that children need to acquire detailed knowledge about advertising tactics and to learn to access that knowledge, when necessary, in order to cope well with advertising. Their theorizing moves in the direction suggested by the PKM, and they demonstrate that educational programs that do supply detailed tactical in-formation can influence children's responses to ads under some conditions. Relatedly, Gaeth and Heath ( 1987) examined training programs designed to increase adults' abilities to cope with some types of misleading advertising. The PKM predicts that, to be effective, programs designed to enhance persuasion coping expertise should begin with a thorough conceptual model of the elements of the individuals' persuasion knowledge and of the possible set of coping (i.e., self-management) tactics the audience segment of interest might learn to execute. Given this grounding, thorough baseline measurement of the state of people's persuasion knowledge should be done before instructional materials or programs are designed, in order to identify specific deficiencies that might be corrected and to provide baseline measures for assessing gains in knowledge. It does not appear that the educational materials used in many children's educational programs ( In addition, the PKM makes clear that making people aware of an agent's possible tactical action is only a first step in the process by which targets develop a capacity to consistently and effectively self-manage their responses to that tactic during a persuasion attempt. Effective coping requires that targets must also acquire "if-then" procedural knowledge; that is, people must figure out (or be coached on) what types of cognitive or emotional actions they might perform when they notice a particular tactic being used. To become fluent at using any such coping tactic, they also need practice opportunities. There will usually be a period after someone first becomes aware of an unsuspected type of tactic during which their responses to it may fluctuate considerably, as they try out various coping tactics and settle on ones they feel comfortable executing. Further, in the real world, their practice opportunities may be limited during the initial learning period, depending on how the agents in their life act, so that initial coping expertise may fade from lack of practice. Coaching programs can supply this critical practice opportunity. Finally, if someone learns about a generic type of tactic, they must also develop skill in recognizing different versions of that tactic being executed. Coaching programs that supply only one or two examples leave it to the individuals to develop a more abstract concept of the tactic, which will enable them to readily notice the tactic in its various enactments. Thus, effectively coaching adults or children on how to cope with particular persuasion tactics, across situations, requires programs grounded in a full analysis of preexisting persuasion knowledge and of the knowledge acquisition process. The Persuasion Knowledge Model may provide a useful framework for such research.
The Elaboration Likelihood Model
The basic principles of the ELM (Petty and Cacioppo 1986) have stimulated our thinking in a number of ways, especially regarding the various causal effects that particular features of a persuasion attempt may have in different situations. The ELM's basic premise regarding allocation of effort to refinement of one's topic attitude is extended in the Persuasion Knowledge Model to apply to the trade-off between using topic knowledge and persuasion knowledge. Further, the PKM adds the task of refining agent attitudes as a basic goal and makes predictions about how people allocate resources to topic and agent knowledge structures jointly. Nothing in our discussion of these resource allocation activities is at odds with what the ELM predicts.
The Elaboration Likelihood Model proposes that sometimes people are influenced mainly by "peripheral cues" in a message and that peripheral cues include any variable capable of affecting persuasion without scrutiny of the message arguments on the topic. The ELM's very general treatment of peripheral cues is understandable, given the breadth of the ELM's propositions. However, this vagueness regarding peripheral cues has been the most discomforting aspect of the ELM ( Presumably, what is needed to make the concept of peripheral cues more useful is a concentrated analysis of why and how certain types of cues come to play "signaling" roles. The PKM moves in that direction by examining the basis for people's reactions to agent actions that they, as targets, construe as a tactic. Perceived tactics are not a type of cue discussed in ELM presentations, so the PKM also introduces "perceived tactics" into the array of potentially important cues. We believe that the PKM's treatment of the development and accessibility of persuasion knowledge provides a potentially more complete explanation for certain persuasion phenomena than the ELM's emphasis on topic knowledge alone.
To illustrate the difference in orientation between the ELM and the PKM, consider the oft-cited study by Petty, Cacioppo, and Schumann (1983) on the inter-active effects of processing involvement, quality of the claims in an ad, and type of product endorser in the ad. They predicted and found that variations in the quality of the claims (strong vs. weak arguments) have a greater impact on product attitudes under high involvement than under low involvement, and that variation in the type of endorser (celebrity vs. average person) has a greater impact under low than under high involvement. The PKM seeks to explain in more depth when and why such things as celebrity endorsers, average-person endorsers, lengthy claims, claims accompanied by statistics or test results, and so forth are interpreted as tactics; what types of inferences and judgments these interpretations of a "tactic" evoke; and the effect of those inferences and evaluations on agent and/or topic attitude refinements.
The Heuristic-Systematic Model
Our thinking has also been stimulated by the Heuristic-Systematic Model (Chaiken 1987 ). The perspective on resource allocations offered by the HSM is compatible with what the Persuasion Knowledge Model proposes. Further, the HSM is closely aligned with the PKM by a shared emphasis on people's use of certain types of knowledge other than topic knowledge. Specifically, a central premise of the HSM is that people seeking to refine topic attitudes learn to conserve cognitive effort on that task by using simple "persuasion heuristics," such as "lengthy messages are valid," in support of their goal of holding a valid topic attitude. Persuasion heuristics of this sort are diagnostic rules that may or may not entail an understanding of why agents behave as they do; that is, such rules may simply reflect covariation learning. In the HSM these heuristics 'have not been conceptualized in terms of perceived persuasion tactics. As discussed, according to the PKM, in addition to any such heuristics for judging the validity of message content, people will also develop heuristics for (a) identifying a type of tactic being used, (b) for inferring why a tactic is being used, (c) for assessing an ad's or a sales presentation's effectiveness, and so forth. That is, heuristics based on persuasion knowledge may pertain to any of the tasks people seek to accomplish in service to their overall goal of coping effectively with persuasion attempts. The PKM also highlights the development and maturation of persuasion knowledge over time. Discussions of persuasion heuristics in HSM presentations have dealt only briefly with the origins of the specific validity-heuristics identified and have not dealt with how changes in these heuristics might occur.
We see the PKM's change-of-meaning principle as complementing, but going beyond, what the HSM proposes. According to the HSM, a feature of persuasion attempts acquires meaning as a persuasion heuristic once a person comes to believe that the feature's presence reliably predicts when a message will be valid or invalid. In contrast, the PKM proposes that a feature that has served as a validity cue, in the way the HSM describes, may come to be interpreted as part of a persuasion tactic. Once this occurs, that feature's meaning as a cue is changed fundamentally, and its value as a validity heuristic will be eliminated, or at least altered.
As stated earlier, an innovation in the PKM is that we begin to examine how people pursue goals other than the goal of refining their topic attitude. The goals we highlight are the evaluation of the persuasion agent and the development of personal persuasion knowledge. These applications of attribution theory are forerunners to the Persuasion Knowledge Model in that they highlight the fact that persuasion targets often have an interpretive orientation toward the ads and sales presentations they observe. Thus far, the consumer has been depicted in attribution theory accounts as trying to understand why someone speaking on behalf of a marketer (e.g., a product endorser, a salesperson) has chosen to advocate the product they are endorsing (e.g., "Why is this person saying s/he thinks Chevy trucks are great?"). In the PKM, the consumers' interpretive interests are conceived more broadly, entailing such questions as, Why has the agent chosen this spokesperson? Why has the agent chosen to have the spokesperson use this approach to persuading me? What do these choices tell me about the agent? Certainly, the general principles about how people interpret social motivations and actions that are suggested by various attribution theories offer important basic insights on consumers' interpretations of persuasion-related phenomena. In fact, in our conception of persuasion knowledge, we adopt Kelley's (1983) "perceived causal structure" framework, which underpins attribution theory accounts. The goal of the PKM is to focus more precisely and deeply on the particular domain of persuasion-related lay knowledge. Researchers steeped in attribution theory have themselves concluded that the "target as interpreter" perspective on persuasion has not been developed to its full potential (Eagly and Chaiken 1984; Folkes 1988 ). Interest in learning much more about the specific content and uses of everyday persuasion knowledge is akin to studies of lay knowledge in other important sociocognitive domains such as interpersonal relations (Davis and Roberts 1985) , parental influence (Knight and Goodnow 1988), personality (Goldberg 1981) , and intelligence or creativity (Sternberg 1985) .
Interpersonal Compliance Gaining
People's persuasion knowledge guides their production of persuasion attempts as well as their coping activities. Interpersonal communication research, under the rubric of "compliance gaining," has examined lay people's conceptions of the actions they use, or believe that others use, to exert interpersonal influence on friends, family, or co-workers. To our knowledge, this research has yet to directly influence consumer research.
We examined several dozen of these studies for insights about people's conceptions of persuasion tactics. However, this work was difficult to interpret and reconcile and was of less relevance to our development of the PKM than we had hoped. One reason is the conceptual and methodological variability across studies (see Cody and McLaughlin [1990] , O' Keefe [1990] for a discussion of these issues). In addition, the disciplinary diversity among the contributing researchers has greatly limited conceptual consolidation, and programmatic research has not been common. For example, we found three studies in the same journal, appearing in three consecutive years, which drew theoretical inspiration from ( First, we assume agents and targets seek, respectively, to be maximally effective in their persuasion production behavior and persuasion coping behavior. These overarching goals apply to individual persuasion encounters, recurring or ongoing influence relationships with specific others, and persuasion episodes across contexts. Both agents and targets develop mental models of persuasion processes, and of their own and the other party's beliefs about how to persuade or how to cope with persuasion attempts. Asymmetries in their respective knowledge structures may occur in either direction. Sometimes particular targets understand more about persuasion processes, and about the persuasion knowledge level of the other party, than that agent understands. One example would be when children or teenagers try to influence parents, teachers, or other adults. As another example, the persuasion goals and tactics of novice advertisers (e.g., entrepreneurs) or salespeople may be transparent to consumers experienced in coping with advertising and sales encounters. In other cases, the mismatch may occur in the opposite direction, such that an agent understands more than the target. And, of course, sometimes agents and targets are evenly matched.
As an individual's persuasion knowledge develops, asymmetries such as these will ebb and flow. The issue of the "validity" of someone's persuasion knowledge is complex. First, given that there are different elements of persuasion knowledge, people may have valid knowledge about one type of element, but relatively less valid knowledge about another. For example, some consumers may have an incomplete understanding of all of the important psychological mediators of persuasion but a fairly accurate insight about the effect of specific advertising tactics on the mediators that they do recognize (e.g., accurate insight about how advertisers influence attention). Or, a person may have valid knowledge about how to cope with sales presentations, but less valid insight about how to plan and execute (i.e., produce) a sales presentation. Further, it seems incorrect to conceptualize the validity of personal knowledge simply as an accurate general understanding of how persuasion processes work. In specific agenttarget encounters or relationships, the validity of each party's persuasion knowledge depends, in part, on how accurately they each understand the other's current persuasion knowledge. By the latter criterion, consumer researchers (including the authors) and social psychologists have persuasion knowledge of limited validity.
Similarly, because agents' persuasion knowledge keeps evolving, the validity of a target's knowledge about those agents' goals and tactics will also fluctuate. Although the issue has not been examined, there may be some predictable patterns in the ways in which "more expert" agents adapt to changes in the knowledge base of targets. For example, as consumers develop increasing insight, marketers who foresee or notice this change may first seek relative advantage by using external moves (i.e., tactics) of which a target is not yet aware. However, as consumers' knowledge keeps maturing, insightful marketers may find themselves limited to searching for increasingly novel ways to execute wellknown tactics, to becoming openly respectful of consumers' expertise (e.g., crafting persuasion attempts that experienced consumers will evaluate as "good moves"), to recycling tactical executions that have not been "in style" recently, or even to overt mockery of campaign tactics that targets are thought to be fully aware of (e.g., the Energizer bunny ad campaign that mocks prototypical advertising executions).
Moving Targets
All people are "moving targets" whose knowledge about persuasion keeps changing. In the "game" of persuasion, the persuasion knowledge of the players changes developmentally and historically. As social scientists, we do not sit silently on the sidelines but leap to coach the players (students, managers), thereby affecting their knowledge of persuasion, and of each other. If we can incorporate the persuasion-related knowledge structures of both targets and agents directly into our theoretical models and measure or manipulate that knowledge in our studies, then we may be able to better understand real-world persuasion phenomena and improve the validity of our theories. However, because people are "moving targets," the phenomenon itself is, to a persuasion theorist, also a moving target. Some causal relationships between agent behaviors and target responses will change over time. This may limit, to some degree, the validity of any "currently valid" persuasion model. Certainly not all responses by people to a persuasion attempt are guided by persuasion knowledge. Therefore, one choice for a researcher would be to simply confine theory-building to the more stable parts of agent and target behaviors and to thereby accept as unexplainable variance whatever effects are caused by the parties' persuasion knowledge. This appears to be the posture of traditional persuasion research. Another choice, which we favor, is to try to directly incorporate developmental and social enlightenment effects into our theories and thereby treat the inherent instability of the phenomenon as explainable (see Gergen 1982) .
We cannot retrospectively know much about the persuasion knowledge of the subjects whose response behaviors have provided the empirical grist for the theory tests of the last four decades. There is very little evidence about, or discussion of, the developmental or historical contingencies of persuasion knowledge. However, Eagly's (1978) review of gender differences in influenceability is suggestive. She compared gender effects in studies on persuasion and group conformity before 1970 with those from 1970-1977. In the latter period, there were of course some strong cultural shifts in American women's self images and social thinking. Consequently, it is likely that the young women in the pool of subjects used for the studies in the 1970s had developed persuasion coping goals and beliefs that differed from those of their predecessors. In the pre-1970 period, women appeared more influenceable than men in 32 percent of the persuasion studies and in 39 percent of the group conformity studies. In the 1970-1977 period, these figures were 8 percent and 14 percent, respectively. Added perspective on this comes from realizing that the "women are more influenceable" proposition was pronounced as valid in widely circulated inventories of social psychological research findings written in the 1960s. Not only was that proposition shown to be temporally contingent, but the enlightenment provided by these social science writings may have, to some degree, contributed directly to the changes in women's persuasion knowledge.
We do not know when, if ever, persuasion knowledge stabilizes in the life span or at what ages people go through significant learning-and-practice phases in which they try executing new coping tactics or pursuing more challenging persuasion management goals. In such phases, their coping behaviors may be inefficient or in flux, and describing or explaining them may be especially difficult. With this in mind, we note the possible risks of relying on subjects who are uniformly at any particular stage of persuasion knowledge development, for example, those in late adolescence or very early adulthood. If young adults, 18-23 years old, are relatively inexperienced in persuasion games, and theories of how messages influence people are based on research done with that population of targets, then this should be acknowledged as a limitation on the validity and/or generalizability of those data and theories.
Further, the perspective presented in the PKM puts the practice of excluding from data analysis subjects who show a glimmer of insight about manipulated influence tactics in a new light. By excluding these subjects, researchers have implicitly acknowledged their belief that the hypothesized tactic effects may only predictably occur among not-very-insightful targets. (See Shimp, Hyatt, and Snyder [1991] for a discussion of the potential systematic bias that can be introduced by eliminating "alert" hypothesis guessers from data analyses.) We suggest that it may be very fruitful to treat measured persuasion knowledge as a factor in these studies, rather than as a basis for exclusion. This proposal is consistent with the evolution of an "artifact" to a "main effect" described by McGuire (1969b) . He outlines one way in which constructs enter into our research, using as examples the variables "suspiciousness of persuasive intent" and "response set." McGuire argues that these variables followed a common path in which they were first ignored; then once noticed, they were treated as a "problem" to be coped with (e.g., by eliminating subjects or creating catch scales); and finally they were "exploited" and became theoretically interesting in their own right. Persuasion knowledge may very well be another instance of this evolutionary process.
Cultural and Individual Differences
In addition to temporal contingencies, there are probably cultural and individual differences in people's motivation to develop and use persuasion knowledge, as well as in their effectiveness in using it. For example, Markus and Kitayama (1991) discussed ways in which the cognitive, emotional, and motivational experiences of people with culturally mandated "independent construals of the self" may differ from those of people with an "interdependent construal of the self." This difference in self-schema may, it seems, relate closely to someone's tendency to interpret persuasion episodes mainly in terms of a personal attitude on the topic or mainly in terms of a personal attitude on the social relationship with the agent (target). While relatively more people in Western cultures may hold the independent-self view than in non-Western cultures, individuals within a culture will also vary on this trait. The variation within a polyethnic culture such as the United States may be significant.
The persuasion theories in Western social psychology were largely developed by white, male, academic high achievers, within whom an independent construal of the self would be pronounced. This may shed light on why those theories so uniformly cast targets as focused on what messages mean for "my topical attitude," rather than as considering the beliefs, feelings, and intentions of the other party, and their relationship with each other. These theorists (the second author included) may have unconsciously assumed, because of their own cultural imperative, that all persuasion targets "act like me."
In addition to self-schema characteristics, individual traits that pertain directly to persuasion coping goals and tactics would be identifiable. Some previously researched traits, such as dogmatism or Machiavellianism, may seem relatable to persuasion knowledge and coping, although these traits have not been directly conceived or measured in terms of persuasion coping. Developing trait theories and measures that apply directly to the domain of persuasion coping seems desirable.
Finally, individual researchers should realize that the development of any other person's model of persuasion may surpass or lag behind their own. The mental models of many lay people may, in fact, have developed further, or in different directions, than those of any persuasion "expert," such as a consumer researcher or an advertising professional. The issue of the comparability between people or groups deserves study.
Targets and Agents versus Observers
Persuasion knowledge not only helps people in responding to persuasion as a target, it helps them simply understand what is happening in many social encounters. Therefore, situations in which someone in an observer's role is using persuasion knowledge to understand agents, targets, or the interplay between them may be quite common. Because targets are actively immersed in the social interaction they seek to interpret, they may not necessarily use persuasion knowledge in the same way as passive observers. Gilbert, Jones, and Pelham (1987) make this point regarding the vantage point and inferences of agents versus passive observers. Attribution researchers have largely studied passive observers, not active agents (Gilbert et al. 1987) or active targets. We cannot in this article discuss the targetagent-observer difference in depth. However, we believe that questions about such differences of perspective, for example, the different judgments these parties make about a persuasion attempt's effectiveness (cf. Corfman 1990), may be usefully examined within the theoretical framework presented in the PKM.
IMPLICATIONS FOR CONSUMER RESEARCH
The Prasad's (1976) subjects had at the time they served as subjects may differ in important ways from the knowledge they would have access to when they confront comparative advertising today or in future years.
The same things can be said about any tactical action (e.g., actions to induce commitment or self-labeling, to elicit feelings of obligation to reciprocate, to present evidence of consensus, to manufacture credibility perceptions, to convey a product's supposed scarcity, to evoke particular emotions such as fear or warmth). As a general proposition, we doubt that the effects of any of these or other tactics that agents use are immune to the change-of-meaning principle. However, that is an empirical question. The effects of any of these tactics may be altered by people's gaining awareness of them, incorporating beliefs about them into their persuasion knowledge, and using that knowledge when processing a persuasion attempt. Their effects may continue to be altered as long as people's interpretations and evaluations of the tactics, and their strategies for coping with them, keep changing.
The PKM also suggests that establishing research settings in which subjects' persuasion knowledge is suppressed (e.g., by misleading them about persuasive intent) or misdirected will not yield empirical results readily generalizable to real-world settings in which people are better able to access and use their persuasion knowledge. (See Wells [1993] for a related argument.) Further, for understandable reasons, researchers often go through a number of pilot studies in which they finetune their executions of a particular message feature in order to get an execution that is well crafted enough to produce the effects they seek. However, in the real-world persuasion episodes, consumers observe a full spectrum of subtle craftsmanship and transparent heavy-handedness in tactic executions. By limiting the stimuli we study to those involving only the executions of a tactic that go unsuspected, or to only one exemplar of a tactic (i.e., single-message designs), we miss the chance to observe what happens when people can more easily notice what is being attempted.
Other aspects of the research designs commonly used in persuasion studies have been selected precisely because they suppress "undesirable" use of persuasion knowledge by subjects. For example, within-subject designs are rare in persuasion research, because researchers believe that showing subjects several different messages on the same topic will make salient to them that the messages have all been designed to have different features, which may then stimulate those subjects to infer what the message designers had in mind regarding goals and tactics. But of course, in everyday persuasion venues people often observe rival agents using contrasting tactics, or even the same agent shifting tactics when speaking to different targets. As another example, researchers consider chitchat among subjects that might deal with the perceived tactics or goals of a stimulus message to be undesirable "contamination." They go to great lengths to suppress its effects, for example, by not allowing subjects to talk during message exposure or to even vocally express a reaction, by telling subjects it is taboo to talk about the message or situation with other people who may later be exposed to the same stimulus message, and by (usually) refraining from tracking a message's effects into the period when subjects have moved beyond the researcher's control and can now chat among themselves. But again, in everyday life these "contaminations" simply represent people's natural use of cognitive and social resources to cope with persuasion. Detaching people from these resources does not seem to be defensible research strategy once we acknowledge the importance of their persuasion knowledge.
In a different vein, the PKM also implies that targets -,may interpret some feature of a persuasion attempt as an intentional tactic and respond to it accordingly, even though the agent (marketer or researcher) had not envisioned it as such. This may help to explain why effects achieved via one version of a persuasion strategy are not reliably reproduced when some features of its execution are changed even "innocently" (e.g., something in the artwork or video is altered, simple line drawings are replaced by photos that contain new objects or characters). These alterations may introduce into the execution things that audience members react to as if they were tactics, or they may delete things that had been thought of as tactics by viewers of the "other" version.
The PKM clearly implies that the difference between a nonpersuasion setting and a setting in which consumers realize that an agent intends to influence them should be fully appreciated by consumer researchers. This has special implications for consumer researchers examining human judgment (as opposed to communication and persuasion), who typically do their research in situations that are nonpersuasion contexts. In such studies, researchers present people with displays of information about the attributes of various products or services, and some aspect of the displayed information is experimentally manipulated. However, while this display can be construed as a "message" about the product, the presentation does not resemble a true persuasion attempt. In a persuasion context, the subject knows the person who constructed the display did so with the full intent to induce the subject to believe things about the various products (which may be only partly true) or to develop a preference for one particular product in which the presenter clearly has a vested interest. Indeed, in human judgment research, it is considered inappropriate if subjects question the objectivity of the information displays, because the research question concerns how people make preference judgments given a set of "known" beliefs about the products. In keeping with this attempt to control beliefs, the products are often given unfamiliar names or attributed to unknown or unfamiliar marketers. A consequence of all this is that subjects' tendencies or capacities to respond to anything in the "message" as an intentional persuasion tactic are strongly suppressed.
In spite of this fundamental difference between the context of their research and a persuasive setting, consumer researchers (and others) who study human judgment may find it tempting to ignore that what happens in the former "benign" settings is not the same phenomenon as what happens in the latter, when known persuasion agents present potentially biased messages to wary targets. There are some similarities, of course, but the differences between the benign human judgment experimental setting and persuasion situations are significant and under studied. For example, it may be easier to engineer some sort of "framing" effect in a benign setting than it would be to engineer it among wary consumers, who have had opportunities to observe different marketers using such a tactic and to learn about it from social discourse. The PKM suggests that research programs that move from examining human judgment, or any other psychological response thought to be related to persuasion, in benign contexts to examining the same effects in persuasion contexts would be appropriate before generalizations can be made with confidence.
SUMMARY
The Persuasion Knowledge Model may offer a basis for gaining added insight about a number of issues related to consumer behavior and social influence processes. In this initial discussion of the model, we have touched on only a few of these issues. The questions the PKM raises must be addressed by empirical studies using a variety of methods, from traditional experimentation to phenomenological inquiry. Throughout this article, as we explored the topic of persuasion If researchers accept this framework, exciting research opportunities open up. The framework's richness need not, however, imply that theory and research designs must become very complicated very quickly. That is, the model does not imply, nor would we advocate, that researchers should make an immediate attempt to develop a grand theory that explains all factors in an integrated way or to use research designs that measure or manipulate all the variables we have discussed. This is a context in which careful, programmatic research on questions of limited scope remains very important. The questions asked simply need to move beyond those suggested by previous conceptualizations.
We believe that the perspective the PKM offers and the insights it promises should be especially interesting to consumer researchers because coping with marketers' influence attempts is a central part of being a consumer. After all, the marketer is a known persuasion agent, so that among all types of social interactions the marketplace is a context in which people are apt to be using persuasion knowledge. Introducing into persuasion theory a complex factor that had not been previously considered will complicate research in the short run, but this factor may also bring added orderliness to the often-disorderly data from persuasion research. McGuire (1969a) argued that pretzel-shaped phenomena like persuasion processes require pretzel-shaped theories; to this we add that hitting a moving target requires as much conceptual ammunition as we can muster.
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